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I I )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)IEI Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)E3 All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .£3 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 
2.D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. 



3.Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment(s) 

1) ^ Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 



4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

5) D Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

6) □ Other: . 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

PTOL-326 (Rev. 7-05) 



Office Action Summary 



Part of Paper No./Mail Date 30106 



Application/Control Number: 10/650,444 Page 2 

Art Unit: 2167 

DETAILED ACTION 

This office action is in response to application 10/650/444 filed 8/28/2003. 
Claims 1-66 have been examined and are pending. 

Priority 

Acknowledgment is made of applicant's claim for foreign priority under 35 
U.S.C. 119(a)-(d). The certified copy has been filed in parent Application No. 2002- 
250281, filed on 8/29/2002. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-14, 23-36, and 45-58 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Driscoll (US Patent 6,642,502) in view of Cragun et al. ('Cragun' 

hereinafter) (US 2003/0055810). 

With respect to claims 1 , 23, and 45 Driscoll teaches 'inputting text data' as a 
user query (col. 5 lines 61-64 and figure 3) 'parsing the text data into word 
candidates' as list of words used (col. 6, lines 1-5 and figure 5). 
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'removing predetermined words from the word candidates' as words not 
used (col. 5 line 66 to col. 6, line 5 and figure 4). 

'determining a specific area occurrence value of each of the word 
candidates in the specified area in the predetermined text database' as an IDF 

(terminology section in column 5,column 6, lines 12-30 and figure 7). 

Driscoll fails to teach specifying an area of a predetermined text database. 

Cragun, however, teaches 'specifying an area of a predetermined text 
database' as weight criteria, which require that the one or more search terms are 
located in a section (001 3). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the data processing art at 
the time of the present invention to combine the teachings of the cited references 
because the teaching of Cragun would have provided Driscoll's system with locating 
terms in a section of a candidate document (0013). This teaching would further specify 
each small piece of text to search in Driscoll's system (abstract of Driscoll). 

With respect to claims 2, 4, 24, 26, 46, 48, Driscoll fails to teach 'the specified 
area is a header area' or 'the specified area is a summary area' 

Cragun, however, teaches these limitations as the weight criterion, HEADER 
and SUMMARY (0013, 0040, and 0043). 
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With respect to claims 3, 5, 7, 8, 29, 25, 27, 30, 47, 49, 51 , and 52 Driscoll 
teaches 'the specific area occurrence value' as N/NDOCS (terminology section of 
column 5, and column 6, lines 12-25, and figure 7). 

With respect to claims 6, 28, and 50, Driscoll teaches 'the specified area is a 
combination of a header area and a summary area' as selected small pieces of text 
(claim 1 (a)). 

With respect to claims 9, 10 31, 32, and 53, and 54 Driscoll teaches 
•determining a search word significance value' as the equation in fig. 2, blocks 425 
and 455. Driscoll further teaches 'a corresponding predetermined word weight' as 

each word in both the search query and in the documents are given weighted values 
(abstract). 

With respect to claim 1 1 , 33, and 55 Driscoll teaches 'selecting search words 
from the word candidates based upon the specific area occurrence value' as SIM 
(col. 6, line 58 to col. 8, Iine31, and figures 9a-9e). 

'extracting sentences from the predetermined text database based upon 
the selected search words' as retrieving relevant documents (col. 3, lines 5-10). 
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With respect to claims 12, 34, and 56, Driscoll teaches 'selecting keywords 
from the word candidates based upon the specific area occurrence value' (col. 8, 
lines 45-53 and figures 9a-9e). 

With respect to claims 13, 35, and 57, the limitations of these claims are rejected 
for the same reason as those of claims 12, 34, and 56 as set forth above. Furthermore, 
Driscoll teaches 'generating a summary from the predetermined text database 
based upon the selected keywords' (figures 7, and 9a-9e) 

With respect to claims 14, 36, and 58, Driscoll teaches 'selecting classification 
keywords from the word candidates based upon the specific area occurrence 
value' as word categories of figure 8. 

'classifying the predetermined text database based upon the selected 
classification keywords' as word categories of figures 9a-9e. 

Claims 15-22, 37-44, and 59-66 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the combination of Driscoll/Cragun as applied to claims 1-14, 23-36, 
above and further in view of Imaichi et al. ( , lmaichi , hereinafter) (US 2002/01 841 86A1). 

With respect to claims 15, 37, and 59, the limitations of these claims have been 
rejected for the same reasons as the preceding claims as set forth above. 
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Furthermore, the combination of Driscoll/Cragun fails to teach the claimed 
limitations of determining a first text database occurrence value of the word candidates 
in a first text database, determining a second text database occurrence value of the 
word candidates in a second text database and determining a database occurrence 
value. 

Imaichi, however, teaches 'determining a first text database occurrence 
value of the word candidates in a first text database and determining a second 
text database occurrence value of the word candidates in a second text database' 

as searching a group of documents having a degree of correlation (0036-0038). 
Furthermore, there are multiple databases to be searched (0046 and figs. 1 , 3 and5). 

'determining a database occurrence value' as frequencies are totaled from 
documents (0036-0037, and figure 5). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the data processing art at 
the time of the present invention to combine the teachings of the cited references 
because the teachings of Imaichi would have provided the combination of 
Dhscoll/Cragun's system with enabling a user to execute a document search by 
investigating correlation between the groups of documents while switching a plurality of 
document databases different in kind (Imaichi, 0007). 

With respect to claims 16, 17, 20, 21, 38, 39, 42, 43, 60, 61, 64 and 65 the 
limitations of these claims have been rejected for the same reasons as the claims set 
forth above. 
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Furthermore, it would have been obvious in light of the combination of 
Driscoll/Cragun to modify the 'database occurrence value equation' as to produce 
different outcomes. 

With respect to claims 1 8, 22, 40, 44and 62, and 66, these claims have been 
rejected for the same reasons as claims 9, 10, 31 , 32, and 53, and 54 as set forth 
above. 

The combination of Driscoll/Cragun does not teach database occurrence value. 

Imaichi, however, teaches a 'database occurrence value' as frequencies are 
totaled from documents (0036-0037, and figure 5). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the data processing art at 
the time of the present invention to combine the teachings of the cited references 
because the teachings of Imaichi would have provided the combination of 
Driscoll/Cragun's system with enabling a user to execute a document search by 
investigating correlation between the groups of documents while switching a plurality of 
document databases different in kind (Imaichi, 0007). 

With respect to claims 19, 41, and 63, the limitations of these claims are similar 
to that of claims 1, 23, and 45 as set forth above. Therefore, these claims are rejected 
for the same reasons as the above claims. Furthermore, the combination of 
Driscoll/Cragun fails to teach the claimed limitations of determining a first text database 
occurrence value of the word candidates in a first text database, determining a second 
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text database occurrence value of the word candidates in a second text database and 
determining a database occurrence value. 

Imaichi, however, teaches 'determining a first text database occurrence 
value of the word candidates in a first text database and determining a second 
text database occurrence value of the word candidates in a second text database' 
as searching a group of documents having a degree of correlation (0036-0038). 
Furthermore, there are multiple databases to be searched (0046 and figs. 1, 3 and5). 

'determining a database occurrence value' as frequencies are totaled from 
documents (0036-0037, and figure 5). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the data processing art at 
the time of the present invention to combine the teachings of the cited references 
because the teachings of Imaichi would have provided the combination of 
Driscoll/Cragun's system with enabling a user to execute a document search by 
investigating correlation between the groups of documents while switching a plurality of 
document databases different in kind (Imaichi, 0007). 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 



US 2003/0097375 A1 filed by Pennock et al. 1 1/16/02. The subject matter 
disclosed therein is pertinent to that of claims 1-66 (i.e. measuring word occurrences). 
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US 5,895,464 issued to Bhandari et al. on 4/20/1999. The subject matter 
disclosed therein is pertinent to that of claims 1-66 (i.e. querying databases). 

US 5,576954 issued to Driscoll on 11/19/1996. The subject matter disclosed 
therein is pertinent to that of claims 1-66 (i.e. searching collections of documents). 

US 5,991755 issued to Noguchi et al. on 1 1/23/1999. The subject matter 
disclosed therein is pertinent to that of claims 1-66 (i.e. word occurrence frequencies). 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Robert M. Timblin whose telephone number is 571-272- 
5627. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jean R. Homere can be reached on 571-272-3780. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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